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DETAILED ACTION 
Priority 

L Priority is acknowledged based on Japan 2000-243784, filed 8/1 1/2000, a certified copy 
of which has been received and placed in the file of record. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

3. Clarms 1, 19-23, 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kurita e, al. (US 5,353,016) (not to be confused with another Kurita reference mentioned in this 

document). 

Kurita teaches a remote controller with a changeable operating card having all of the 
elements and means as recited in claims 1, 19-23, 25 and 27 drawn to an apparatus. For 
example, Kurita teaches the following: 

Re claims 1 and 20: See especially figure 1 of Kurita. There is a remote controller 
(column 1, lines 5-10), wireless (infrared) transmission, and input by depressing at some position 
to control a TV or VCR (column 2, hnes 63-68). There is a display portion that includes (figure 
1) a card 18 that is interchangeable. The functionality of the remote can be altered by "merely 
replacing the said operating cards... as needed" (column 1, lines 64-65). Further, the control 
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functionality depends both on the coordinates and the card that is identified (column 1, lines 50- 
57). 

Reclaim 19: A "touch panel" (column 2, line 5 1) can be considered an x-y contact pad. 

Re claims 21-24: As Kurita makes clear (column 6, lines 45-53; figure 9) identifying 
notches may be employed on the side of the card to indicate the type of card. The principle of 
equivalence (In Re Dillon, MPEP 2144) applies, where these shape permutations can be 
considered equivalent in the art. Further, this difference may be considered a simple shape 
variation. Using projections instead of grooves on the edge of the card, or a combination of both, 
and / or using numbers and / or positions of each are just shape variations on the idea expressed 
by Kurita et al. 

Re claim 25: There is a case (figure 1), the case having a slot 14a (column 2, lines 52-56) 
for receiving the card. 

Re claim 27: The cards are shown to have in one embodiment (column 3, lines 1-10) a 
circuit completion structure. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 ■ Determining the scope and contents of the prior art 
2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue 
3 Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C! 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 2-4 and 6-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kurita as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Madill et al. (US Des. 363932). The 
teachings of Kurita as applied to claim 1 have been discussed above. 

Re claim 2: Kurita fails to teach that the changeable card is above the sensor input. 
Rather, in Kurita (column 1, lines 40-65) it is clear that although coordinates are taken, the 
display card is underneath the touch screen 10. 

The difference between having an overlaid card and a card which goes underneath the 
sensor panel does not produce any functional difference. 
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Madill shows (entire document) a multi-functional remote with an interchangeable 
overlaid card. 

In view of Madill, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to employ the old and well-known overlaid interchangeable card of 
Madill instead of the underlying card of Kurita because the clear, touch-sensitive screen in 
Kurita is potentially more expensive and fragile than pressure-sensitive buttons of Madill. 

Re claim 3: See Kurita, column 1, lines 40-65; entire document. 

Re claims 4 and 1 1: As Kurita makes clear (column 6, lines 45-53; figure 9) identifying 
notches may be employed on the side of the card to indicate the type of card. 

Re claim 6: A plurality of display cards is clearly indicated (see column 1, lines 40-65; 
throughout document). 

Re claims 7 and 8: These claims represent simple shape permutations of the notches on 
the side of the card as discussed re claim 4 above (see column 6, lines 45-53; figure 9). The 
principle of equivalence (In Re Dillon, MPEP 2144) applies, where these shape permutations can 
be considered equivalent in the art. Further, this difference may be considered a simple shape 
variation. Using projections instead of grooves on the edge of the card, or a combination of both, 
and / or using numbers and / or positions of each are just shape variations on the idea expressed 
by Kurita et al. 

Re claims 9 and 14: There is a case (figure 1), the case having a slot 14a (column 2, lines 
52-56) for receiving the card. 

Re claim 10: Kurita may or may not show employing opposite sides of a single card 
(column 6, lines 38-45); his discussion on the topic is brief. 
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In any event, printing on both sides of a sheet of paper instead of using two single-sided 
printings is old and well-known in the art. In view of this printmg practice, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the old 
and well-known double-sided printing idea in the function cards of Kurita because this can 
reduce the number of function cards for simplicity, and to reduce the risk of losing a card. 
Re claim 11: See arguments re claim 4 above. 

Re claim 12: The cards are shown to have in one embodiment (column 3, lines 1-10) a 
circuit completion structure. 

Re claim 13: See discussion / arguments re claims 1-3 and 10 above. 

Re claim 15: The use of optical means to read the cutout portion is not explicitly stated 

in Kurita. 

It is however, old and well known from audiocassette tapes and floppy disks to employ a 
light beam to read cutout tabs indicating re-recordability. In view of this, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the old 
and well-known optical means to read cutout portions because this is generally less prone to 
breakdown than mechanical means, which employ moving parts. 

Re claim 16: Notches to indicate a card type are an example of indicia. A barcode is 
another type of indicia, and as long as the card type is conveyed, the device will work as 
required. Therefore, the principle of equivalence applies (In Re Dillon, MPEP 2144). 

Re claim 17: The notches of figure 9 may be pressing against mechanical switches. 
Whether the notches interact with an optical means or with mechanical switches is not clear; 
nevertheless, both means to the end are equivalent in the art (In Re Dillon). 



# 
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5. Claims 5 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kurita as 
applied to claim 1 above, in view of Funado (US 5,537,107). The teachings of Kurita as applied 
to claim 1 have been discussed above. 

Kurita fails to show that the TV or VCR conveys information that then affects the display 
on the remote. 

Funado teaches (abstract) a video signal that is transmitted from a TV to a remote for 
display on an LCD screen. 

In view of Funado's teaching, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the old and well-known signal conveyed from a 
TV to a remote as taught by Funado into the teachings of Kurita because this enables a user to 
browse channels first on the remote before changing the picture on the TV, causing less 

annoyance to fellow viewers. 



Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. A number of remote controls and calculators are known in the prior art which have 
interchangeable input sections, based on swappable cards. Examples are: Dunaway (US 
5,450,079), Darbee (US 5,422,783), Komaki (US 4,890,832), Bagley (US 4,078,257), and Kurita 
(US 5,235,328). 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel A Hess whose telephone number is (703) 305-3841. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM M-F. 

8. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael G Lee can be reached on (703) 305-3503. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 308-7722 for regular 
communications and (703) 308-7722 for After Final communications. 

9. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 

/ 

Daniel A Hess 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2876 

April 4, 2003 
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